T he prevalence of books on the topic of self-improvement is apparent to those who spend time in the burgeoning "self-help" sections of popular bookstores. Likewise, an examination of recent lists of non-fiction best sellers attests to strong consumer interest in self-help through reading. Individuals in the helping professions have noted the value of therapeutic reading, otherwise known as bibliotherapy (Riordan & Wilson, 1989) . In fact, there appears to be an increase in clinicians' use of bibliotherapy (Riordan & Wilson, 1989; Starker, 1988) both in a wide range of clinical settings and with a wide array of problems (Pardeck, 1998) .
Bibliotherapy has been defined as "using books in clinical intervention" (Pardeck & Pardeck, 1984, p. ix) , although the literal meaning of the term is "to treat through books" (p. 241). Bibliotherapy can be described as the prescription and/or recommendation of particular books to clients, followed by subsequent reading, for the purpose of ameliorating the effects of particular problems. The technique can be used "to provide information, to provide insight, to stimulate discussion about problems, to communicate new values and attitudes, to create awareness that others may have similar problems, to provide solutions to problems and to provide realistic solutions to problems" (Pardeck, 1998, p. 5) . Although bibiliotherapy is sometimes used as a stand-alone treatment approach, it is used most often as an adjunct to other forms of direct treatment.
Despite the popularity of bibliotherapy, there are few studies of its use by practitioners and no studies that can be found in the area of clinical social work practice. With this in mind, the authors have engaged in research to examine the prevalence and usage patterns of bibliotherapy by licensed clinical social workers in a southern state. There will be a brief review of the empirical literature on this topic, and the results and implications of the current study will be presented. Appended to the article is a list of books most commonly used by clinical social workers. This list is divided according to specific problem area.
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Effectiveness of Bibliotherapy
The efficacy of bibiliotherapy as an adjunct for helping individuals change their behavior in a number of different areas has been amply demonstrated over the last 20 years (Pardeck, 1998) . Bibliotherapy has been found to be effective in the treatment of panic disorder (Lesser, 1991; Lidren, et al., 1994) , relapse prevention in panic disorder (Wright, Clum, Roodman & Febbraro, 2000) , depression, (Cuijpers, 1997) , depression in the elderly (Guirguis, 2001 ), children's behavior (Klingman, 1985) , health-related problems (Starker, 1992) , cancer (Pardeck, 1992) , insomnia (Mimeault & Morin, 1999) , childhood aggression (Shechtman, 1999) , self-harm in children (Evans, et al., 1999) , the effects of separation and divorce on children (Pardeck & Pardeck, 1983) , agoraphobia (Gould, Clum & Shapiro, 1995) , personality changes (Ellis, 1993) , and attention deficit disorder (Long, Rickert & Ashcraft, 1993) . Halliday (1991) reported that 43% (n=43) of adult clients entering psychotherapy for the first time had read at least one self-help book prior to their first appointment. Of this number, 86% (n=37) reported that they had benefited from the readings.
After reviewing numerous studies of bibliotherapy, Riordan and Wilson (1989) discovered mixed results regarding its use as a primary clinical approach to working with clients. However, those same authors state that "bibliotherapy is a tool-among many-to be used when it can contribute to overall satisfactory outcome" (p. 507).
More recently, a meta-analysis of 70 samples used in studies of bibliotherapy revealed that bibliotherapy is as effective as therapist-administered treatment with a mean effect size of +0.565 (Marrs, 1995) . Such effect sizes fall within the range of medium effect sizes as defined by Cohen (1988) , suggesting that bibliotherapy is a significant factor in treatment when used.
Use of Bibliotherapy by Professionals
Despite the attention given to the effectiveness of bibliotherapy, patterns of use by practitioners have received less attention. Starker (1988) administered a questionnaire to psychologists in San Diego and Boston (n=268) surveying "attitudes, experiences and prescriptive practices in the matter of self-help books" (p. 143). There was a 44% return rate resulting in a total of 119 usable questionnaires. Using a fivepoint Likert-type scale (ranging from harmful to often helpful), on a global rating of general helpfulness, 60.5% (n=72) reported that self-help books were somewhat helpful as an adjunct to therapy and 5.9% (n=7) found them to be often helpful. Sixty percent (n=73) prescribed self-help books to clients. Among the latter group, 53% did so occasionally, 7% regularly, and 9% often. Parenting was the area most frequently reported for book prescription (54.8%), followed by personal growth (39.7%), and relationships (38.4%). Quackenbush (1991) examined books that were most commonly prescribed for particular problems and created a subject index in order to survey 100 universityaffiliated counseling psychologists across the United States. Approximately 47 usable questionnaires were returned, enabling compilation of an extensive bibliography of books organized by problem area. No further univariate or bivariate analyses were reported. Marks, Gyorky, Royalty and Stern (1992) investigated the use of bibliotherapy among practicing psychologists (n=209). They found that the vast majority of psychologists (88%) reported using bibliotherapy with at least 1% of their clients. Of the group who reported using bibliotherapy, 55.5% (n=100) used bibliotherapy only rarely (defined as ranging from 1% to 25% of clients), 19% (n=34) used it sometimes (defined as ranging from 26% to 50% of clients), 10% used it often (with 51% to 75% of clients), and 3.4% (n=6) always used it. Additionally, the researchers found that female practitioners were more likely to use bibliotherapy than males and that psychologists in private practice were more likely to use bibliotherapy compared to psychologists in other employment settings. Santrock, Minnett and Campbell (1994) attempted to determine those books that were most often used by practitioners and found to be most helpful. To do so, they compiled an extensive list of specific book titles in a questionnaire format. Approximately 4,000 members of the American Psychological Association (APA) were asked to rate books that they used in practice. Only 600 (15%) fully usable questionnaires were returned. The authors compiled the results of their survey in a text that provided a comprehensive list of books according to subject area and frequency of use.
Recently, Adams and Pitre (2000) assessed the use of bibliotherapy by mental health practitioners. They surveyed all mental health practitioners within a rural community (n=112) in order to determine reasons for the use of bibliotherapy and also the types of books recommended. Among the 62 questionnaires returned, 68% of the practitioners reported using bibliotherapy. The authors anticipated that counselors with larger caseloads would use bibliotherapy more frequently compared to those with smaller caseloads. They also anticipated more use of books by paraprofessionals than professionals. Neither hypothesis was supported. However, counselors with more years of practice experience tended to be significantly more likely (p<0.05) to utilize bibliotherapy with clients compared to those with less practice experience. Counselors indicated that the major reasons for using the technique were to encourage self-help, enhance therapy, and respond to client requests for reading material.
In an attempt to update a survey conducted by Santrock, Minnett and Campbell (1994) , Norcross, et al. (2000) developed a revision of the original questionnaire that included an updated list of self-help books with the addition of three new subject areas, Schizophrenia, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, and Dementia/Alzheimer's Disease. As with the original study, an attempt was made to randomly sample psychologists who were current members of the APA. Two discrete surveys, each with a different set of 15 problem areas, were mailed to groups of 1,500 randomly selected psychologists comprising a total of 3,000 respondents. Respondents were asked to evaluate specific books in each area using a five point Likert-type scale ranging from extremely good to extremely bad. Researchers reported a response rate of 22% and 25% for the two samples in which a total of 57% were male and 43% were female. Twenty eight percent (n=192) identified their theoretical orientation as cognitive, 28% (n=188) were eclectic, 16% were psychodynamic (n=107), and 10% (n=67) identified themselves as behavioral. Approximately 42% (n=284) were engaged in private practice and 25% (n=166) were affiliated with universities. Among respondents to both surveys, global ratings of helpfulness indicated that 19% rated bibliotherapy as very helpful, whereas, 74% found it somewhat helpful. No bivariate comparisons involving respondents were noted. The complete ratings of individual books by subject area likewise were included.
METHOD
In addition to demographic data, the survey included a combination of questions requiring Likert-type responses, categorical responses, and written responses in which subjects were asked to supply specific information regarding their use of particular books or readings. Questions requiring Likert-type responses asked respondents to evaluate the frequency of their use of bibliotherapy, the perceived value of bibiliotherapy, and their perception of its effectiveness. Answers requiring categorical responses highlighted demographic data including area of practice specialization, employment setting, and problem focus. Similar to previous surveys, the major body of the questionnaire presented respondents with 30 possible problem areas such as depression, relationship problems, parenting, schizophrenia, developmental issues, career issues, personal growth, and physical illness. Because the survey was designed to identify books that practitioners use rather than evaluate particular books, researchers decided to omit a list of specific book titles. Rather, each topical area was presented with sufficient space for respondents to write in the names of books and authors that they used in the particular area. Problem areas were determined using templates from previous studies and a review of the literature. Completion of the questionnaire took from 25 to 70 minutes, depending on the number of books and categories that respondents reported.
Subjects were selected by using a randomly generated list of Licensed Clinical Social Workers purchased from a statewide NASW database of licensed clinical social workers. One thousand questionnaires were mailed to names on the list and no follow-up mailings were used. One thousand surveys were mailed out, and of these, 417 were returned as undeliverable. Of the remaining 583, 122 questionnaires were returned and 107 were usable. The low rate of response (21%) was of some concern to the researchers. However, as is apparent in the aforementioned studies, low response rates tend to be common in this area, and other studies on bibliotherapy likewise have relied on samples within a similar range.
Of the 107 usable questionnaires, females completed 81, 23 were completed by males, and three were of unspecified gender. In terms of race and ethnicity, 95 respondents were Caucasian (89%), 11 African-American (10%), and 1 Hispanic. The age of respondents ranged from 30 to 67, with a mean age of 49 years and median of 50. The average age for the males was 53.7 and 47.4 for the females. The mean number of practice years was 19.1, with a median of 18 and average years of clinical licensure was 10.8. For males, the average number of practice years was 24.8 compared to 17.7 for females. The most common area of practice was private practice (40.2%, n=43), followed by mental health (23.4%, n=25), and medical social work (9.3%, n=10). The values for age, gender, and race/ethnicity in this sample are quite similar to those in the most recent samples of NASW members (Gibelman & Schervish, 1997; . However, the median years of respondents' practice experience was slightly higher than the 16 years reported for NASW members . Likewise, practitioners in private practice were over-represented in comparison with NASW reports of 25%, and mental health practitioners were under-represented in contrast to the 39% reported by NASW (NASW, 2000) .
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Because the purpose of the study was to determine the extent to which social workers in one state used bibliotherapy, areas in which bibliotherapy was used, and identification of the most frequently used readings, data analysis was both quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative analysis consisted mainly of univariate data. Based on the literature review, the authors formulated only three a priori hypotheses requiring bivariate analyses: 1) Female Licensed Clinical Social Workers (LCSWs) would value and use bibliotherapy more than males; 2) LCSWs with more practice experience would use bibliotherapy more frequently than less experienced workers; and 3) LCSWs in private practice would use bibliotherapy more often than those engaged in other employment settings.
Usage, Value, and Effectiveness
Among all respondents, 86% (n=93) reported using bibliotherapy at least once. Seven and one-half percent (n=8) rated using the technique almost always, 30.8% (n=33) frequently, 33.6 % (n=36) occasionally, 13.9% (n=16) infrequently, and 12% (n=13) never used bibliography. Among those clinical social workers using bibliography infrequently or almost never, reasons for the low rate of use were examined. The major reason for the low use given by 38.4% of respondents (n=10) was that their clients could not read the resources. A second reason given by 34.6% (n=9) indicated that the social workers did not believe that their clients would read the material.
Fifteen percent (n=16) of respondents reported bibliotherapy to be greatly effective, 51% (n=55) moderately effective, 21% (n=23) mildly effective, and 11% (n=12) ineffective. Bibliography was found to be of unlimited value to 4.5% (n=5), 42% (n=45) reported it to be very valuable, 45% (n=48) found it to be of limited value, and 6.5% (n=7) found it to be of little or no value.
Patterns of Use
Thirty-one percent of respondents (n=32) used a single book in more than one area. In other words, they used one book for at least two different types of problems. However, only 13 books were used more than once, indicating that more than half of those using one book in more than one area were relying on the same titles. In comparison, 18.5% of the respondents (n=20) used multiple books (ranging from 2 to 7) in a single area. More than 30% of respondents used texts in each of the following seven areas: 1) co-dependency and ACOA, 2) anxiety/anxiety disorders, 3) non-specific relationship problems, 4) anger management, 5) intimacy issues, 6) grief and loss, and 7) depression. Table 1 provides frequencies of respondents using a book in each problem area.
Types of Books
The respondents listed a total of 229 different book titles. In surveys of this type, there is typically no distinction among types of self-help titles. For example, some titles may be more informative than prescriptive, whereas, others may be more inspirational. The authors wished to attempt such a classification. To do so, two of the authors independently examined all of the titles and their synopses using existing comprehensive reviews of self-help books (Pardeck, 1998; Norcross, et . Those titles not contained in existing compendiums were further examined through the use of a bookseller's publication index on the World Wide Web (www.amazon.com). The authors then compared classifications using a threegroup classification system, self-help, educational, and inspirational. Disparities were resolved with consensus. One hundred and sixty-one of the books examined appear to be practical, manualized, behavioral-oriented books, supplying prescriptions and "how-to" information. Although providing material that was educational and informative, these books appeared to focus primarily on facilitating actual change, with titles containing descriptors such as "how to," "step-by-step," "guide," "workbook," "behavior," and "practical strategies." Fifty-three of the titles were more generally "educational," containing information and data on a specific topic such as co-dependency or bipolar illness. Fifteen titles were determined by the authors to be inspirational. These titles contained material that was typically comforting, spiritually uplifting, or focused on overcoming adversity. Several of these titles were autobiographical. Only nine of the 229 titles were fictional. Seven were written for children on particular topics such as anger and were classified as educational. Not surprisingly, the list contained numerous titles that were popular bestsellers.
Hypotheses Testing
Males and females were compared on a number of demographic variables including race and ethnicity, area of practice, problem focus, age, years of practice, and years of licensure. They differed significantly only on the dimensions of age F(47.4)=3.43 p=.001, and practice experience F(101)=3.75 p=.000, with males being older and having more practice experience. For this reason, any gender group comparisons on bibliotherapy were made controlling for both age and years of practice experience. Results indicated that there were no differences between male and female social workers' use of bibliotherapy, their perceived value of bibliotherapy, or the perceived effectiveness of bibliotherapy when age and years of experience were held constant.
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted comparing LCSWs in a variety of employment settings including private practice. Comparisons were made among LCSWs in the following employment settings: private practice (n=43), medical/hospital social work (n=10), family and children services (n=12), mental health services (n=25), and "other," which includes corrections, school social work, EAP, and university settings (n=10). A significant difference was found among the groups, F(4, 95)=3.00, p=.022. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were conducted using a Bonferroni test that controls for overall experimental error by dividing the experiment-wise error rate by the total number of tests for each comparison. Despite homogeneity of variance, the differences in sample size required employing the harmonic mean of the two groups in each comparison as the sample size estimate. Results indicated that the only difference was between those in private practice and those employed in medical/hospital social work.
It was also hypothesized that social workers with more years of practice experience would find bibliotherapy to be more effective, more valuable, and would use the technique more frequently than those with fewer years of practice experience. Because age was found to have a significant interaction in the preceding tests of difference, age was included as a second variable in the analyses. Not surprisingly, age and years of practice were found to be significantly correlated, r=.623, p=.000. For this reason, the researchers wished to determine which of the two predictors had the greater predictive power on each of the three criterion variables. Multiple regression analyses were conducted in order to predict the perceived effectiveness, perceived value, and the degree of bibliotherapy use from the amount of prior practice experience of the respondents. In these equations, years of practice experience was the predictor variable. The degree to which respondents found bibliotherapy to be effective, valuable, and the degree to which respondents reported using bibliotherapy served respectively as the criterion variables on the three analyses. The results of the analyses indicated that previous years of practice experience was not a significant predictor of perceived effectiveness of bibliotherapy, perceived value of bibliotherapy, or the degree to which respondents used bibliotherapy.
A second series of analyses were conducted to evaluate whether respondents' age predicted perceived effectiveness, value, and use of bibliotherapy over and above years of practice experience. Age accounted for a small but significant proportion of the variance in the respondents' perception of bibiliotherapy's effectiveness, R_=.077, R_ change =.053, F (2, 100)=5.1, p=.018, and the degree to which respondents valued bibliotherapy, R_=.078, R_ change =.06, F (2, 100)=6.5, p=.012. Age accounted for only 3% of the variance in the degree to which respondents used bibliotherapy, R_=.03, t (2, 100)=-1.7, p=.07. Perhaps more significant than the predictive power of age is the direction of the relationship. Reverse slopes for effectiveness, b=-. 29, value, b=-.31, and use, b=-.22 indicate that younger workers perceive bibliotherapy to be more effective, value it more, and use it more than older workers.
DISCUSSION
Results suggest that bibliotherapy use, as endorsed by the LCSWs in this sample, is perceived by respondents to be an effective and valued adjunctive tool in clinical encounters. Reports of usage (86%) exceeded most other studies and were comparable to rates (88%) reported by Marks, et al. (1992) . Notably, the reasons most cited for not using bibliotherapy suggest that practitioners avoid using bibliotherapy because of their doubts that the material will be read rather than doubts about its usefulness.
Frequencies of use according to problem area suggest that clinical social workers use bibliotherapy for numerous problems. Not surprisingly, bibliotherapy use for both anxiety and depression appears high, perhaps reflecting the pervasiveness of both problems and general awareness of the problems as well as the popularity of cognitive treatment approaches for both. Perusal of Table 1 also suggests that bibliotherapy may often be used for problems that appear to be more interpersonal in nature (such as co-dependency, relationship and intimacy issues, parenting, and grieving). The list suggests usage in areas similar to the findings of others. It also appears to reflect usage in areas wherein consumer familiarity with issues may be more common.
Findings also suggest that a moderate number of clinicians may judge a single book to have utility and value in more than one problem area. In the future, bibliography surveys might consider rating books on the construct of "impact." Importantly, nearly 20% of the respondents (n=20) reported that they used from two to seven books for a particular problem. This finding suggests that some practitioners have considerable familiarity with numerous books in specific problem areas. Likewise, a future construct for consideration in such a survey might be bibliotherapy "saturation" in a particular area. Overall, it appears that clinical social workers endorse a preference for practical, action-oriented titles that promote some form of behavior change. This type of use is similar to usage schemes that are considered by others to be effective methods of bibliotherapy practice (Pardeck, 1998) .
Unlike others' findings regarding gender differences (Marks, et al., 1992) , male and female social workers appear to approach bibliotherapy similarly. Also, the difference in use of bibliotherapy between social workers in private practice and those not in private practice is accounted for solely by the difference between private practitioners and those employed in medical/hospital settings. The finding suggests that social workers employed in areas such as family and children services and mental health services may not differ from private practitioners in their use of bibliotherapy. One suspects that the significant difference found between private practice and medical/hospital settings may reflect a more narrow healthrelated focus in the medical setting, wherein, many of the specified problems may be encountered or identified less often. The lack of a relationship between practice experience and bibliotherapy use in addition to an unanticipated inverse relationship with age suggest that bibliotherapy use may be a more recent phenomenon in clinical social work practice than in psychology. The paucity of studies on the use of bibliotherapy by social workers, when compared to deployment studies by psychologists, tend to support this conjecture.
LIMITATIONS
There are notable limitations to this inquiry. Although a random sample was employed, it was drawn from a list of LCSWs in one southeastern state. Furthermore, the response rate (21%) was quite low. It is possible that the length of the questionnaire and the inability to use any follow-up mailings to stimulate response may have attenuated the response rate. However, the high number of respondents who reported using bibliotherapy (86%) in conjunction with the low rate of response suggests a response bias favoring those who employ bibliotherapy in their work. The percentage of respondents who found bibliotherapy to be of great value (46.5%) would indicate that those who responded were fervent in their opinions regarding its use. Also, the over-representation of private practitioners and the under-representation of mental health workers, in comparison with NASW membership, restrict generalizations and could indicate an inflated number of returns by those favoring bibliotherapy. Consequently, a major question that remains unanswered is the degree to which the results of this survey reflect the use of bibliotherapy within the general population of licensed clinical social workers. Thus, generalizations are discouraged. Nonetheless, it is noted that other surveys of this kind have used samples of this size and have also reported similar response rates.
In addition, measurement of effectiveness is limited to the global perceptions of respondents. This is problematic for several reasons: 1) Exclusion of treatment recipients' appraisals restricts any assessment of treatment effectiveness; 2) Similarly, self-reports often tend to be biased favorably and perceptions are subject to distortion (Miller & Ross, 1975) . In cases where practitioners favor a particular intervention, it is possible that the perceptions of the intervention's success are a function of a self-serving bias (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) ; 3) Empirical verification or corroboration of effectiveness warrants the scientific rigor found in experimental designs, wherein, participants are randomly selected and bibliotherapy is randomly assigned as an addition to a standardized treatment. As a result, the nature of this study must be considered exploratory and the results considered prudently. More importantly, the lack of research on usage patterns of bibliotherapy in social work underscores the need for additional studies of this kind and outcome research.
CONCLUSIONS
This study sought to explore the use of bibliotherapy by clinical social workers and compile the resources used in their efforts. Results suggest that the LCSWs in this survey strongly endorsed the use of bibliotherapy, its value, and its effectiveness. It would appear that the general endorsement of bibliotherapy by LCSW respondents in the study is similar to that of respondents from other disciplines represented in previous studies of this type. However, specific hypotheses regarding usage patterns related to gender, practice experience, and employment settings that are supported in other studies were not corroborated in this study. With the notable exception of younger social workers using bibliotherapy more than older social workers, the findings suggest that patterns of usage among LCSWs are more evenly distributed between males and females. Bibliotherapy has been proven to be a viable and effective adjunct in clinical settings. As with other practice interventions, it is important that there is more empirical data to support its use and it is essential to learn more about its use within the profession. If more social workers are to use bibliotherapy, they will require access to the practical knowledge and resources of experienced colleagues.
